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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to the Amendment filed 1 0 October 2006. 

2. Claims 1-10 were pending in this application. Claims 2 and 4-10 have been 
canceled and claims 11 -23 have been added. Therefore, claims 1 , 3 and 1 1-23 are 
now pending. Claims 1 and 3 are independent. Claims 1 and 3 have been amended. 

3. The rejections of claim 1 as being anticipated by US Patent No 5,810,009 to 
Johnson et al; claims 2-3 as being unpatentable over US Patent No 5,810.009 Jolinson 
et al in view of US PGPub 2004/01 1 7361 to Greer et al; claim 4 as being unpatentable 
over US PGPub 2004/01 17361 to Greer et al in view of US PGPub 2006/0080314 to 
Hibert et al; claims 5 and 7-10 as being unpatentable over US PGPub 2004/01 17361 to 
Greer et al in view of US PGPub 2004/0205387 to Kleiman; and claim 6 as being 
unpatentable over US PGPub 2004/01 17361 to Greer et al in view of US Patent No 
5,813,009 to Johnson et al have been withdrawn as necessitated by amendment. 



Claim Objections 

4. The objections of claims 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 9 have been withdrawn as 
necessitated by the amendment. 

5. Claims 1 , 3, 15, 16 and 22 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

6. Claims 1 , 3 and 16 are objected to because the claims include the recitation of 
"date/time." The metes and bounds of this limitation are unclear. It is not known 
whether "date/time" yields "date and time" or "date or time." 
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If the limitation "date/time" in claim 1 yields "date or time" then the recitation of 
the limitation "the date and time" in line 1 1 has insufficient antecedent basis. 

7. Claim 15 recites the limitation "said first electronic document" in line 2. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 22 recites the limitation "said RAID system" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

9. The objections to the drawings are withdrawn as necessitated by the 
amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

10. The rejections of claims 2, 3, 4 and 6 are withdrawn as necessitated by the 
amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

1 1 . The rejections of claims 1-10 are withdrawn as necessitated by amendment. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

13. Claims 3, 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by US Patent No. 5,813,009 to Johnson et al (hereafter Johnson). 

Referring to claim 3, Johnson discloses a storage system for storing and 
retrieving physical documents and electronic documents (see column 5, line 66 - 
column 6, line 6), the storage system comprising: 

a physical system (see Fig 8) configured to store a plurality of physical 
documents [paper-based documents], wherein said physical system is organized using 
a plurality of separators [cases and folders] (see column 8, lines 40-45 and column 26, 
lines 11-30); 

an electronic system [computer based records management system] configured 
to store a plurality of records (see column 4, lines 46-52), each record including one or 
more electronic documents and indexed by a unique time/date identifier corresponding 
to entry of the record into the system [creating or recognizing a tag for creation date] 
(column 7, lines 37-43; column 9, lines 57-60; and column 9, line 66 - column 10, line 
4); 
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wherein said electronic system is configured to access a desired record stored in 
said electronic system, wherein said desired record includes information useable to 
view at least one of said one or more corresponding electronic documents (see column 
17, lines 41-43) and information indicative of one or more locations, within said physical 
system, of at least one physical document corresponding to one or more electronic 
documents within said desired record (see column 10, lines 30-34 and lines 52-58; and 
column 28, lines 7-14). 

Referring to claim 18, Johnson discloses the system of claim 3, wherein said 
electronic system is configured to access, for a desired record stored in said electronic 
system, information indicative of an entity [creation source] corresponding to said 
desired record (see column 7, lines 37-43). 

Referring to claim 19, Johnson discloses the system of claim 3, wherein one or 
more locations [common source] within said physical system are specified relative to 
one or more of said plurality of separators (see column 8, lines 40-45). 



Application/Control Number: 10/667,401 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2167 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person, having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 1 and 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent No. 5,813,009 to Johnson et al in view of US Patent 
No 6,470,449 to Blandford (hereafter Blandford). 

Referring to claim 1, Johnson et al disclose a computer-implemented method 
comprising entering into a storage array [table] (see column 5, line 66 - column 6, line 
6), at a succession of date/time instances (see column 8, lines 40-45 and column 9, 
lines 54-60), a succession of records, wherein each of said records corresponds to one 
or more electronic documents (column 8, line 60 - column 9, line 13); 

assigning attributes [source, date, file location, etc.] to each of the records, 
wherein the assigned attributes characterize the documents corresponding to that 
record (see column 7, lines 37-43 and column 8, lines 40-45); and 

assigning unique date/time identifiers to the records, wherein, for each record, 
the assigned unique date/time identifier is in correspondence with the date and time 
instances of its entry [creating or recognizing a tag for creation date] (see column 7, 
lines 36-43; column 9, lines 57-60; and column 9, line 66 - column 10, line 4). 

Johnson discloses retrieving records from the storage array using index criteria 
and search characters (see column 18, lines 44-50), however Johnson fails to explicitly 
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disclose the further limitations of receiving a range of date/time instances via a graphical 
user interface; receiving one or more attributes via said graphical user interface; and 
retrieving, from said storage array, one or more records corresponding to said received 
range of date/time instances and said received one or more attributes, wherein 
documents corresponding to said retrieved records are uncorrupted. Bjandford 
discloses searching a diary, including the further limitations of 

receiving a range of date/time instances via a graphical user interface [user 
enters one or more search parameters such as date and date range] (see column 14, 
49-52); 

receiving one or more attributes via said graphical user interface [user enters one 
or more search parameters] (see column 14, 49-52); 

retrieving, from said storage array, one or more records corresponding to said 
received range of date/time instances and said received one or more attributes (see 
column 14, 49-60), wherein documents corresponding to said retrieved records are 
uncorrupted [the system uses checksum to make sure the records are not corrupted 
and if they are corrupted, the records are not archived; therefore, when a record is 
retrieved, the record is considered to be uncorrupted] (see column 5, line 66 - column 
6, line 10 and column 14, line 61 - column 15, line 19) in order to decrease 
inefficiencies that may waste time and money when retrieving files. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the method of retrieving records as disclosed by Blandford as the 
retrieval method of retrieving the records of Johnson. One would have been motivated 
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to do so in order to decrease inefficiencies that nnay waste time and money when 
retrieving files for a recovery effort (Johnson: see column 2, lines 52-55) and also to 
assist with legal admissibility of stored records in a court of law (Johnson: see column 2, 
lines 10-15). 

Referring to claim 12, the combination of Johnson and Blandford (hereafter 
Johnson/Blandford) discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the succession of records 
includes a first record corresponding to at least a first electronic document (Johnson: 
see column 4, lines 29-33 and column 28, line 48 - column 29, line 9). 

Referring to claim -13, Johnson/Blandford discloses the method of claim 12, 
wherein said first record includes a first attribute corresponding to said first electronic 
document, wherein said first attribute is an actual date [creation date] of said first 
electronic document (Johnson: see column 7, lines 37-43). 

Referring to claim 14, Johnson/Blandford discloses the method of claim 12, 
wherein said entering includes scanning a first physical document corresponding to said 
first electronic document, and further includes associating said scanned document with 
said first record (Johnson: see column 8, lines 38-45). 

Referring to claim 15, Johnson/Blandford discloses the method of claim 1, 
further comprising storing a first physical document corresponding to said first electronic 
document in a physical storage system (Johnson: see column 26, lines 1 1-30). 

Referring to claim 16, Johnson/Blandford discloses the method of claim 15, 
wherein said first physical document is indexed [logical identifier] within said physical 
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storage system using the assigned unique date/time identifier (Johnson: see column 26, 
lines 1 1-30 and column 7, lines 37-43). 

Referring to claim 17, Johnson/Blandford discloses the method of claim 1, 
wherein said retrieving includes retrieving only those documents that are uncorrupted 
[the system uses checksum to make sure the records are not corrupted and if they are 
corrupted, the records are not archived; therefore, when a record is.retrieved, the record 
is considered to be uncorrupted] (Blandford: see column 5, line 66 - column 6, line 10 
and column 14, line 61 - column 15, line 19). 

16. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 5,813,009 to Johnson et al in view of US Patent No 6,470,449 to 
Blandford as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of US PGPub 
20020023067 to Garland et al (hereafter Garland). 

Referring to claim 11, Johnson/Blandford discloses a storage array storing a 
plurality of records. However, Johnson/Blandford fails to explicitly disclose the further 
limitation wherein the plurality of records are stored using a RAID system. Gariand 
discloses storing a plurality of patient records in a database (see [0035]-[0039]), 
including the further limitation wherein the records are stored using a RAID system (see 
[0037]) in order to improve the reliability, data availability and performance of the 
system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the RAID system disclosed by Gariand to store the records of 
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Johnson/Blandford. One would have been motivated to do so in order to improve the 
reliability, data availability and performance of the system by using an array of small, 
inexpensive disks replace a large expensive storage system. 

17. Claims 20, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent No. 5,813,009 to Johnson et ai as applied to claim 3 
above, and further in view of US PGPub 20020023067 to Garland et al. 

Referring to claim 20, Johnson discloses an electronic system storing a plurality 
of records. However, Johnson fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein 
the plurality of records are stored using a RAID system. Garland discloses storing a 
plurality of patient records in a database (see [0035]-[0039]), including the further 
limitation wherein the records are stored using a RAID system (see [0037]) in order to 
improve the reliability, data availability and performance of the system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the RAID system disclosed by Garland to store the records of Johnson. 
One would have been motivated to do so in order to improve the reliability, data 
availability and performance of the system by using an array of small, inexpensive disks 
replace a large expensive storage system. 

Referring to claim 22, Johnson discloses an electronic system storing a plurality 
of records. However, Johnson fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of storing - 
the plurality of files on a RAID system using a relational database. Garland discloses 
storing a plurality of patient records in a database (see [0035H0039]), including the 
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further limitation of storing the plurality of files on a RAID system using a relational 
database (see [0037]) in order to improve the reliability, data availability and 
performance of the system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to store the records of Johnson on a RAID system using a relational database 
as disclosed by Garland, One would have been motivated to do so in order to improve 
the reliability, data availability and performance of the system by using an array of small, 
inexpensive disks replace a large expensive storage system. 

Referring to claim 23, Johnson discloses an electronic system storing a plurality 
of records. However, Johnson fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation of first 
means for redundantly storing said plurality of records. Garland discloses storing a 
plurality of patient records in a database (see [0035]-[0039]), including the further 
limitation first means [RAID] for redundantly storing said plurality of records (see [0037]) 
in order to improve the reliability, data availability and performance of the system. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the RAID system disclosed by Garland to store the records of Johnson. 
One would have been motivated to do so in order to improve the reliability, data 
availability and performance of the system by using an array of small, inexpensive disks 
replace a large expensive storage system. 
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18. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No. 5,813,009 to Johnson et al as applied to claim 3 above, and further in 
view of US Patent No 5,414,834 to Alexander et al (hereafter Alexander). 

Referring to claim 21 , Johnson discloses an electronic system storing a plurality 
of records. However, Johnson fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein 
the records are stored using a relational database. Alexander discloses storing records 
(see abstract), including the further limitation wherein the records are stored using a 
relational database (see column 3, lines 9-13) in order to increase accessibility of a file 
since a relational database provides a database system in which any database file can 
be a component of more than one of the database's tables. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use a relational database as disclose by Alexander to replace the database 
of Johnson. One would have been motivated to do so in order to increase accessibility 
of a file since a relational database provides a database system in which any database 
file can be a component of more than one of the database's tables. 

Response to Arguments 

19. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

20. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
IVIONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kimberly Lovel whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2750. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 - 4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on (571) 272-7079. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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